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Break the Bad News Sooner! 


Statistics showing continued heavy mortality in the bar examinations 
serve again to impress the necessity for breaking the bad news to candidates, 
at an earlier date, of their unfitness for the bar. The time when this should 
be done is at the time of admission to law school and after the first year of law 
study. Students who have survived both of these hurdles in a good law 
school should have given presumptive though not conclusive evidence of their 
competency. But comparatively few, even of the good law schools, now make 
any real selection from the students who come to their doors with transcripts 
showing compliance with their formal entrance requirements. Compare this 
with what is happening in the medical profession as referred to by Dean Gavit 
in his testimony quoted in the article which follows! 


» 





Indiana Investigates Bar Examination 
Procedure 


A committee appointed by the Supreme Court of Indiana “to inquire into 
methods of law examinations for applicants for admission to the bar” has filed 
a report based on open hearings and a careful study of methods used by the 
board. The occasion for the appointment of the committee arose in connection 
with several bills introduced in the legislature concerning methods of admis- 
sion, and particularly as a result of a demand by a number of applicants who 
had failed the examination for the establishment of the diploma privilege or 
“automatic admission.” 

A dozen and a half of these disgruntled applicants appeared before the 
committee and in addition a considerable amount of other testimony was 
heard. 

The committee deserves high commendation for its excellent and pains- 
taking work. Its membership was as follows: Chase Harding of Crawfords- 
ville, Chairman, Abram Simmons of Bluffton, Judge Charles A. Lowe of Law- 
renceburg, Clarence F. Merrell, President of the Indianapolis Bar Association, 
and Albert H. Cole of Peru, Indiana, former President of the Indiana State 
Bar Association. 

The committee made specific findings on a number of subjects. Space 


only permits the inclusion of that relating to the diploma privilege. 

“Finpinc. Opinions generally oppose admission to the Bar upon gradua- 
tion from an accredited law school. The position of the American Bar Asso- 
ciation is set out in the following language: 


‘The American Bar Association is of the opinion that graduation from 
a law school should not confer the right of admission to the Bar, and that 
every candidate should be subjected to an examination by public authority 
to determine his fitness.’ 


“At one time applicants were admitted on diploma in eighteen states; the 
result was so unsatisfactory that in only eight states now does the diploma 
privilege exist; in six of these states the privilege applies only to graduates of 
the state university. Experience has demonstrated that where the diploma 
privilege exists supervision of law schools by state authority is necessary but 
that such supervision is impractical and that the tendency is for the standard 
gradually to depreciate. Setting up requirements for admssion to the Bar is 
a function which should be kept within the control of the state for the pur- 
pose of protectng the public and should not be delegated to the law schools. 

“The problem of determining an applicant’s fitness to practice law in- 
volves many considerations of a technical nature which should be in the hands 
of those especially trained to deal with them. The present system of Bar 
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examinations has been gradually developed by experience throughout the 
country as the most practical, fair and effective means of determining the 
fitness of the applicant to discharge the responsibilities of a practicing lawyer.” 

Some of the recommendations of the committee to the Supreme Court 
were as follows: 

“1. The Supreme Court of Indiana should continue the requirement that 
an applicant for admission to the Bar should pass an examination given under 
the supervision and control of the Board of Law Examiners appointed by the 
court for the purpose. 

“2. The present requirements as conditions precedent to the right of an 
applicant to take an examination for admission to the Bar should be retained 
in the interest of the general public. 

“7. There should be no procedure contemplating a review by the court 
of the grading of the applicant’s papers. 

“9. That the present type of essay examinations should continue with 
such objective questions judiciously added as to the Board of Examiners may 


seem proper. 
“10. That the Board continue to grade the papers under a formula, 
evaluating in the grading process the following facts, to-wit: 


(a) Applicant’s ability to analyze facts presented. 

(b) Ability to discriminate points of law applicable to facts. 
(c) Definition and discussion of law points involved. 

(d) Ability to apply law to the facts. 

(e) Correctness of conclusion. 


“11. The Board should adopt a definite and clear policy which will take 
into consideration the applicant’s scholastic record in determining his fitness 
to practice law. 

“12. The present practice of refraining from identifying questions by 
topic or subject is to be commended and should continue. 

“13. That the present practice of the Board of requiring any applicant 
who fails to get a passing grade be required to take the whole examination 
again be continued. 

“14. The examination papers of the applicant should be retained as pub- 
lic files by the Board for a reasonable time, with reasonable access thereto 
by the applicant; the original papers should not be taken from the Board’s 
custody.” 

Other recommendations deal with the creation of an Advisory Board 
consisting of the Deans of the four approved law schools in Indiana and a 
Board of Review appointed by the Supreme Court from members of the 
Board of Examiners and the Advisory Board. The Advisory Board would 
advise and consult with the bar examiners in the drafting of questions and 
would review the papers of all applicants who failed the examination. The 
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Board of Review would hear the complaint of any applicant who filed a written 
petition and review his paper, and could conduct a hearing on the petition of 
any applicant who has failed to pass the examination from 1931 up to the 
present time and could allow any such applicant to take a further examination 
in its discretion. 

The provision for using law school help in the drafting of bar questions 
has merit, but its object might be better accomplished by asking each law 
school to submit a certain number of questions on certain designated subjects 
for use or alteration or rejection by the Board in its discretion. 

The provisions for review seem to be based on the mistaken assumption 
that the bar examination is a judicial process involving a right of appeal. A 
review of border-line cases by the Board or under its supervision is wholly 
proper to rectify possible mistakes, but why should it be assumed that a re- 
viewing body is more competent or more impartial than the Board itself? 
And why should all candidates, irrespective of their marks, be entitled to a 
review by the Advisory Committee and a hearing by the Board of Review? 
Such a proceeding would be quite out of line with current bar examination 
practice. 

The hearing has cleared the air in Indiana and cannot help but result 
in increased confidence in the ability, conscientiousness and integrity of the 
Board of Bar Examiners. 


Excerpts from Testimony Given by 
Bar Examiners 


RESPONSIBILITY OF BAR EXAMINERS 
(From the Transcript of Hearings Before the Committee) 


Lenn J. Oare of South Bend, Member of the Board: “I have had some 
little experience as judge, and some of the rest of you have been in the same 
position, and we all realize the responsibility that sometimes arises when a 
_ man has to pass judgment upon a fellow man. When I: was judge I was a 
comparatively young man. I felt those responsibilities perhaps more than an 
older man would, because naturally I felt I didn’t have the age and the judg- 
ment that some others had, but I will say this, that with respect to the ex- 
amination of these papers, realizing as any honest examiner must the responsi- 
bility he assumes not only towards the examinee but towards the Bar Asso- 
ciation of the State of Indiana, it is a greater responsibility in many respects 
than the fulfillment of the duties as judge; and I say that with all candor and 
all sincerity. 
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A ComPaRISON WITH THE MEDICAL EXAMINATIONS 


Dean Gavit: “A great deal has been made of the fact that very few 
if any students fail the medical examinations. Now, there is a very consider- 
able difference between the situation as it exists so far as legal education is 
concerned and so far as medical education is concerned. Legal education at 
the present time is about where medical education was twenty or twenty-five 
years ago. All of the sub-standard schools have been eliminated for a great 
many years; there are now only eighty medical schools in this country at this 
time, whereas there are one hundred and eighty-five law schools. There is 
only one medical school in this state at this time. There were 1,000 applica- 
tions for admission to that school this past year, and they finally admitted 
125, and they took the 125 entirely upon the basis of the scholastic standing 
of the applicants. That meant they took only the 125 best prepared students 
according to their scholastic rating in college for admission to medical school. 
Only 100 of those people will graduate from the medical school.” 

Mr. Lowe: “May I interrupt you? Do I understand, Dean Gavit, that 
the medical schools then eliminate entirely the greater part of their students 
before they ever take any medical work at all? Is that correct?” 

Dean Gavit: “Yes. The number of medical schools is very limited. 
They have the number down to where at least they feel it adequately takes 
care of all who should be ultimately graduated from medical schools. The 
result of that is they get a very, very superior group of students. Among 
other things, it means the boy who starts to study medicine knows at the 
beginning of his college career his final admission to the medical profession 
depends on the caliber of work he does in his pre-medical work, and he is 
very much better prepared than the average law student who has to meet 
only minimum requirements in order to be admitted to the law schools, and 
there is no competition if he meets a minimum standard.” 

Mr. Lowe: “It also means, if I understand the situation, that the un- 
successful applicant for admission to medical school is eliminated from the 
study without any power of appeal to anybody or anyone?” 

Dean Gavit: “Yes, that is right. They have four years to do the job; 
the law school has three. They have three or four times as much money 
to do it with, and of course the ultimate result is that after a man, selected 
as the medical students are, goes to a first class medical school, when he gets 
through he passes the medical examination without any difficulty; but if you 
were to allow me to take just the top ten per cent of all of the students who 
wish to study law in this state and eliminate all the rest of them at the begin- 
ning of their law school career, and gave me four years to do it, and three or 
four times as much money to do it, I would be willing to guarantee I could 
produce you students who would fail no bar examination. Now, there is a 
very substantial difference on that score between the medical examinations 
and the bar examinations.” 
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Connecticut Board Revises Subjects and 
Examination Procedure 


Asks Assistance of Law Schools 


The letter quoted below has been sent by the Bar Examining Committee 
of Connecticut to the deans of law schools. California has pioneered the way 
in securing the help of law school teachers in the drafting of bar examination 
questions. The Connecticut Board is commended for its intelligent approach 
to the question of improving its procedure and its examinations. 


“Dear Sir: 

The Connecticut Bar Examining Committee is revising the system of con- 
ducting its bar examinations, and requests the assistance and cooperation of 
the law schools in establishing an improved examination system and a better 
understanding between the bar examiners and the law schools. 

Heretofore the examinations have consisted of questions prepared by 
members of the Committee which is composed of judges and practicing attor- 
neys. With approximately ten minutes allowed for each answer, there has 
been a tendency toward single-point questions based upon actual Connecticut 
cases. The Committee believes that a more suitable examination would be 
one consisting of multiple-point questions involving, so far as possible, prin- 
ciples or rules of general law. 

Accordingly, the Committee plans to reduce the total number of ques- 
tions from seventy-two to thirty-six, and allow twenty minutes for answering 
each question, the total examination time being twelve hours, divided into four 
three-hour periods. A list of subjects is enclosed showing the general ar- 
rangement. 

Believing also that more suitable questions can be prepared by instructors 
who are thoroughly familiar with the particular subjects, the Committee seeks 
the cooperation of instructors in several of the more prominent law schools, 
in the preparation of questions for the examinations. 

With each question, the Committee will also want an analysis of the 
points involved, with citations of authorities for each point. Connecticut 
citations, if available, would be helpful but are not necessary. It is the Com- 
mittee’s plan to use such questions as may be answered satisfactorily by 
graduates of a recognized law school. Only schools approved by the Council 
of the American Bar Association on Legal Education and Admissions to the 
Bar are recognized by the Committee. 

From an instructor, or instructors, in your school, the Committee would 
like to obtain questions as listed below, to be submitted by March Ist. For 
each question, and accompanying analysis, the Committee will pay $15.00. 
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Will you kindly refer this request to an instructor who will be able and 
willing to cooperate with us, and ask him to advise us within a week that he 
is undertaking the assignment or, if you prefer, we will communicate directly 
with any instructor to whom you refer us. 

The Committee will also be pleased to receive any suggestions which 
you may care to offer, and will appreciate any criticism or advice you may be 
kind enough to give regarding the proposed procedure, or any matter relative 
to the Connecticut bar examinations. 

Yours very trulv, 
AuLan K. Smirtu, 
For the Committee.” 


Bar Examination Subjects 


No. of 
Subject Questions 


. Crvm Procepure (Rules of pleading and practice) 

. CRrMINAL LAW AND PROCEDURE 

. Torts—lIntentional and negligent injury; contributory fault; absolute 
liability, causation; deceit and fraud; malicious prosecution; def- 
amation; inducing breach of contract; interference with business 


. Contracts—Offer; acceptance; consideration; assignment; benefici- 
aries; joint and several contracts; performance; breach; impossi- 
bility of performance; damages for breach; illegality; discharge; 
quasi contracts 

. PERSONAL PropeRTy—Possessory interest in chattels; finding, bail- 
ments and liens; acquisition of ownership by possession, acces- 
sion, confusion, judgment and gift; sales of personal property; 
fixtures; emblements 

. Reat Property—Execution and delivery deeds; recording acts; ad- 
verse possession and prescription; covenants of title and estoppel 
by deed; boundaries; profits; easements and covenants running 
with the land; equitable restrictions; landlord and tenant 

. Future INTERESTS IN REAL AND PERSONAL ProperTy—Rights of entry for 
conditions broken; reversions, remainders, and executory inter- 
ests; rule in Shelley’s Case; construction of limitations; powers; 
rule against perpetuities; conditions and restraints on alienation 

. Trusts—Creation of express, resulting and constructive trusts; interest 
of beneficiary; liability of trustees; investment of trust funds; 
termination of trusts 

. Security TRANSACTIONS, INcLUDING BiLts anp Notes—Negotiable and 
non-negotiable bills and notes; mortgages of real estate; chattel 
mortgages; pledges; conditional sales; trust receipts; suretyship; 
guaranty 

. Pusiic AND Private CorporaTions—Partnership and agency 

. Creprrors’ RIGHTS AND ADMINISTRATION OF Destors’ Estates—Attach- 
ments, garnishments, executions, assignments for benefit creditors, 
insolvency, bankruptcy, etc., etc 

2. Persons (Domestic Relations or Family Law) 
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. WILLs AND ADMINISTRATION—Testamentary capacity; wills, their ex- 
ecution, revocation, republication and revival; descent and dis- 
tribution; probate of wills and administration of estates 

. EvIDENCE 

. InsuraANcE—Marine, fire, life and liability 

. ADMINISTRATIVE LAw AND TrIBUNALS—Public Utilities; Workmen’s 
Compensation Act; Public Utility Commission; Interstate Com- 
merce Commission; Federal Trade Commission; Boards of Health, 
etc.; procedure before such boards; extent and manner of judicial 
review of their orders 

. TaxaTIon—U. S. and State inheritance, U. S. income, excise and 
property 

18. ConstrtuT1IonaAL Law—U. S. and State Constitutions 
19. Lecat Ernics 


NOTE—Equity, Conflict of Laws, Statutes of Frauds and Limitations are not made separate 
subjects. Questions involving these points may be included under any subject, particularly 
under Contracts, Personal and Real Property, and Security Transactions. 


Maryland Is the Forty-First State 


To Adopt a Two-Year College Requirement 


With the addition of Maryland to the list of states requiring two years 
of college education or its equivalent as a qualification for admission to the 
bar, only a small group of jurisdictions in the solid south remain which still 
permit applicants to take the bar examinations without any general education 


beyond the high school stage. Kentucky, the farthest north of these com- 
monwealths, and Oklahoma, the one farthest west, both have this matter be- 
fore their courts of last resort at the present time. Seven other states are 
still pictured in black on the legal education map. 

The Maryland advance came by the legislative route through the passage 
of a bill which provides that every student who begins the study of law after 
June 1, 1940, must have completed one year of college education and those 
beginning such study after June 1, 1941, must have had two years of college 
work, or its equivalent. The two-year requirement is less stringent than in 
most other states, however, as it may be satisfied by the completion of a total 
of thirty-six semester hours in a university or college recognized by the Mary- 
land State Department of Education. Maryland’s achievement is the result 
of ten years of effort by leaders of the bar of that State, and is a tribute to 
the long continued efforts of Mr. J. Maulsby Smith, Secretary of the Charac- 
ter Committee for Baltimore City, who for years has served both as a mem- 
ber and as chairman of the Joint Legal Education Committee of the Mary- 
land State Bar and Baltimore City Bar Associations. Mr. Alexander Arm- 
strong, Chairman of the Board of Law Examiners, Mr. F. W. C. Webb and 
James W. Chapman, Jr., members of the Board, as well as present and former 
officials of the Maryland State Bar Association and of the Bar Association of 
Baltimore City should also be congratulated for their effective work in this 
behalf. 





Admissions to Bar by Examinations in 1938 


Number Number Percent Total Total «Percent 
State Examination Taking Passing Passing Taking Passing Passing 


Alabama February 2 2 100% 
11 10 91% 13 12 92% 


Arizona 29 85% 34 29 85% 


Arkansas ooo. 12 27% 
24 39% 105 36 34% 


California 136 39% 
307 52% 47% 


Colorado 27 82% 
44 69% 73% 
23 29% 
40 51% 40% 


March(not given) 
September 8 63% 63% 


39% 
44% 42% 


February 5% 
ee 16% 
October 35% 20% 


36% 
49% 44% 


73% 
24% 49% 


53% 

63% 60% 

28% 

52% 

44% 45% 
100% 

84% 87% 


93% 
85% 87% 


Kentucky 75% 
88% 85% 


Louisiana 68% 
75% 127 712% 


63% 
39% 50 46% 


Maryland 32% 
34% 444 33% 


Massachusetts Dec., 1937 25% 
July, 1938 .......... 416% 1,117 37% 


Michigan April 53% 
September 72% 460 


Minnesota 30% 
56% 
57% 195 





Mississippi NEP 48% 
26% 67 





Admissions to Bar by Examinations in 1938 


y Number Number Percent Total Total Percent 
State Examination Taking Passing Passing Taking Passing Passing 


Missouri 33 41% 
151 74% 
60 61% 384 244 64% 


Montana September 8 42% 19 8 42% 


Sg LE aoe November ......... 12 52% 
27 52% 75 39 52% 


Nevada 3 60% 5 3 60% 
New Hampshire 21 68% 31 21 68% 


New Jersey i 35% 
34% 34% 


y Mexico February 47% 
August 44% 33 15 45% 


New 39% 
675 47% 
47% 3,875 1,731 45% 


North Carolina ........ September 53 56% 95 53 56% 
North Dakota July 23 100% 23 23 100% 


January 74 40% 
58% 333 53% 


20 37% 
97 76% 117 64% 


42 42% 42 42% 





Pennsylvania ............ 98 44% 
57% 52% 


Rhode Island 16 53% 
. 12 33% 42% 


South Carolina 5 42% 
6 38% 39% 


South Dakota 2 40% 40% 


Tennessee 63 63% 
 cccciniemmens 53% 56% 


February 49% 
June 111 33% 
44% 41% 


54 31 57% 31 57% 
Vermont 24 16 67% 16 67% 


Virginia 73 40 55% 
70 35% 110 40% 


Washington 54 40 74% 
68 52 76% 92 75% 


W. Virginia 8 4 50% 
18 14 78% 26 18 69% 


Wisconstfn June 50 28 56% 50 28 56% 
August 13 13 100% 13 13 100% 
a se 48% 16,789 8.105 18% 
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e 
Firs 
1938 
State Exami- 
nation 
AlabDamad ......ceseseseserseee February 
TUlY «22000 
ATIZONA  ...,..ceseeseenesenoees ON cscs 
ATrKaDSaS  ......ccceeseeeeee January 
FERS  ccceserese 
CalifOrmia 2... March ...... 
September 
COLOTAMO ..........csceeeeeeees January 
June .......... 
Connecticut .......... December 
PS ccm 
Delaware .....cssssssseeesees September 
BIOTIGA ......ncocscesseoceveee February 
; ee 
October 
I oes ccseinscininasosioneses December 
FUMES  aveccroree 
THAMOIS ooo... eseseseeeneseees March ...... 
September 
Tmiama oui......eseseecsesseees March ........ 
July —......00+ 
October 
nn October 
FUNC cccvecsese 
Kansas .......ccccccccsseessese February 
June .......... 
Kentucky  ....cssneecsessenees December 
FUG  cccecesses 
LOUISIANA ...........0.0ee08 March ........ 
5 eee 
Maine .o.......ecsscessseeeeeesees February .. 
August ...... 
Maryland. .........csssseeee November .. 
June ......... 
Massachusetts _ ......+ Dec. 1937... 
July 1938 .. 
Michigan ..........::s:cesee# April _........ 
September 
Minmesota 2. .esccceesereee March ....... 
July _.......... 
November.. 
MississipDi ............-++++ February .. 
July... 
MiSSOUTI  .........eseseeeeeeeee February .. 
June ......... 
October .... 





First-Timers 
Taking % Pass. 


2 100% 

7 100% 
26 88% 
14 36% 
31 48% 
137 40% 
431 63% 
14 93% 
58 716% 
32 28% 
70 54% 
6 67% 
17 12% 
20 35% 
28 46% 
7 43% 
17 18% 
186 59% 
552 70% 
30 40% 
155 57% 
25 64% 
31 100% 
166 91% 
27 96% 
90 87% 
40 710% 
115 88% 
14 100% 
83 715% 
9 56% 
26 38% 
54 41% 
156 46% 
180 28% 
386 54% 
94 63% 
206 79% 
7 0% 
99 65% 
21 48% 
23 57% 
30 30% 
41 59% 
164 84% 
713 64% 


Repeaters 


0 
4 


8 


30 
30 


211 
154 


19 


47 


22 


21 
15 


259 
211 


48 


62 


16 
29 


13 
22 


30 


10 


131 
103 


296 
255 


98 
62 


26 
26 


39 
41 
26 


Taking % Pass. 


Taking 


Exam. Timers 


0% 
33% 
24% 


68% 
49% 


61% 
26% 


58% 
9% 


59% 
10% 


25% 


56% 
53% 
43% 


68% 
32% 


58% 
28% 


62% 
17% 
1% 


34% 
15% 


4% 
2% 


25% 
16% 


68% 

0% 
53% 
16% 


71% 
40% 


62% 
40% 


51% 
23% 


19% 
14% 
55% 


21% 
21% 
49% 


20% 
26% 


100% 
88% 


44% 
57% 
79% 
46% 
67% 
34% 
25% 


67% 


557% 
92% 
89% 
83% 
18% 
43% 
45% 
46% 


74% 


58% 


42% 


75% 


t-Timers and Repeaters in 1938 


% Repeate 
tal "% ees for Yr. % 


Se 
o Total 


Repeaters Taking "38 


75% 
75% 


27% 
32% 
56% 
29% 
50% 

6% 
74% 


47% 


30% 
62% 

0% 
91% 
53% 
53% 
23% 
28% 


45% 


40% 


14% 


33% 


31% 
24% 


57% 
39% 
26% 
35% 
25% 
50% 
49% 


39% 


40% 
19% 

3% 
18% 
24% 
30% 
53% 
49% 


35% 

















First-Timers and Repeaters in 1938 


% Repeaters 
1938 to Total % Passing for Yr. % Repeaters 
State Exami- First-Timers Repeaters Taking  First- to Total 
nation Taking % Pass. Taking % Pass. Exam. Timers Repeaters Taking ’38 








Montana September,, 19 42% 0% 42% 0% 
Nebraska November. 6 67% 17 74% 
60% 12 23% 61% 39% 
75% 1 > 20% 75% 20% 
68% 6 19% 68% 19% 
53% 69% 
October ... 169 43% 49% 47% 59% 
February .. 56% ) 40% 
67% 50% 61% 45% 
March 50% 82% 
June 47% 1% 
October .... 305 41% 76% 46% 50% 
North Carolina September,, 54 67% 43% 67% 43% 
North Dakota July 100% 0% 100% 0% 
Ohio January ... 88 49% 52% 
5 65% 21% 62% 30% 
Oklahoma December.. 36 42% 33% 
79% 5% 10% 13% 
Oregon 52% 24% 52% 24% 
Pennsylvania ............January .... 26% 81% 
July 64% 29% 58% 48% 
Rhode Island 55% | 63% 
October .... 45% 42% 48% 50% 


November .. 44% ) 25% 
33% 25% 38% 25% 


South Dakota 40% 0% 40% 0% 


Tennessee ad 17% 40% 
63% 20% 67% . 27% 
February .. 26% 712% 
June 23% 67% 
October .... 22% 82% 24% 73% 
October ... 47 64% 13% 64% 14% 13% 
October ... 24 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 
..Wecember.. 27 56% 63% 
June 46% y 32% 47% 30% 41% 


Washington January ... 41 78% 24% 
17% 12% 717% 67% 17% 


4 25% 50% 
September.. 17 76% 6% 67% 80% 19% 


Wisconsin June 61% 24% 61% 42% 24% 
Wyoming August 12 100% 8% 100% 100% 8% 
28 Two-Examination States 

Summer .3,784 65% 1,430 , 27% 

Winter ...1,297 52% 1,839 59% 


Total for 47 States.....8,305 58% 6,350 43% 58% 39% 43% 





W. Virginia 


NoTeE: The only jurisdictions not furnishing separate figures on repeaters for the 1938 examinations 
were the District of Columbia and Georgia. 
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Percentages --- 1936 to 1938 


Percent Passing Percent Passing 
Bar Examinations Bar Examinations 
1936 1937 1938 1936 1937 1938 





Alabama 35 92 Nebraska 
Arizona 63 85 Nevada . 
Arkansas 30 34 New Hampshire 


California 40 47 New Jersey 
Colorado 74 73 New Mexico 


38 40 : 
North Carolina.. 
Delaware 50 63 North Dakota .... 


District of Columbia... 40 42 Ohio 

Florida osee 50 20 Oklahoma 
Georgia 37 44 Oregon 

Idaho 49 Pennsylvania 
Illinois Rhode Island 
Indiana 

Iowa 


Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Virginia 
Massachusetts Washington 
Michigan West Virginia .... 
Minnesota _ Wisconsin 
Mississippi Wyoming 
Missouri 
Montana Percent Passing 


A Millennium 


With the current month, The National Conference of Bar Examiners com- 
pletes its thousandth report on the character and past record of foreign attor- 
neys. Twenty-six states and the District of Columbia and Hawaii now 
regularly employ the character investigation services of the Conference. No 
state which has used that service has gone back to its former system of in- 
vestigation. This is an adequate testimonial of its effectiveness. Special 
attention is directed to the states which do not now make any use of this 
service, and the cooperation of bar examiners, judges of courts of last resort, 
law teachers and bar association officials in those states, is solicited to bring 
about its adoption. The list of states is as follows: 


States Not Usinc Forsicn ATToRNEY SERVICE 
Arkansas Michigan Rhode Island 
Colorado Mississippi South Carolina 
Georgia Montana Tennessee 
Idaho New Hampshire Virginia 
Kansas New Jersey Wisconsin 
Kentucky North Dakota Wyoming 
Massachusetts 

64 





